This is a very timely discussion on the impact of the crisis. I would first of all congratulate the moderators for initiating this debate. My comments focus much on the second question raised by the moderators.
Need for Clarification on the

Need for Clarification on the Role of the International Institutions
Thank you for this invitation. I have worked for more than 20 years in Africa, mostly in Tanzania with UNICEF, more recently with a Tanzanian research institution.
I should have liked this discussion to start with a question about what the role of the international institutions should be, especially vis-a-vis national governments and institutions. If that question were clarified, then any changes which might be needed in the current institutional framework could be more clearly defined. That clarification is especially needed now, as several international institutions vie for attention and funding, at a time when more cost effective use of resources is needed. Paris and Accra emphasized the primacy of national leadership, yet still international (and bilateral) organizations compete, duplicate efforts while developing countries are in need of capacity and resources. Let's please go back to basic principles.
Current financial and economic crisis pose serious development challenges to the developing world. The slow down of economic growth is perhaps the single most important impact of the crisis. The slow down in the growth in turn has multiple impacts and is caused by multiple reasons. Key impacts include increasing poverty, increasing human development challenges, increasing complex emergencies as a result of increasing inequality. It is estimated by the World Bank that in 2009 an additional 55 to 90 million will be trapped in extreme poverty and the number of chronically hungry people is expected to climb to over 1 billion this year. One of the key reasons for the crisis is the nature of the link between the developing world and the developed world.
An analysis of the growth patterns in developing world reveals that one of the main reasons for the growth, in the recent past, is the booming commodity prices (which continued to be so until late 2008). Demand in the developed world has come down due to the financial crisis and this is felt in the developing world, primarily in the form of, reduced exports and thus the earnings. This summarises at a very broad level the nature of link between the developing world and the developed world (from a very specific perspective). Strengthening of economic governance systems could thus take the form of developing countries focusing on developing policies that allow for diversification of the economies and value addition to the traditional tradable products and increase the focus on new products. This could be done by increasing spending on the productive sectors of the economy and not just limit to maintaining macroeconomic stability concerns. UNDP's work in the area of fiscal space offers more insights into this kind of thinking.
Macroeconomic policies adjustment focusing on fiscal retrenchment measures is not the ideal solution during the time of a crisis and recovery from a crisis of this nature. This could potentially lead to human development crisis because fiscal retrenchment takes the shape, most often, coming from development budgets allocated to sectors like health, education, water and sanitation etc. Instead spending has to be increased on infrastructure that could help in building domestic demand and increasing employment opportunities. However, LICs face serious budgetary constraints to expand spending on the infrastructure and also at the same time shield the macroeconomic stability concerns. One possible approach as a way forward to strengthen the economic governance mechanisms is for the developing countries to improve on -prioritization and efficiency and effectiveness in spending. For example in the case of Uganda, the drivers of growth have been the manufacturing and construction sectors. However 80% of the population in the rural areas depends on agriculture as a primary source of livelihood. In the wake of crisis it becomes more prominent to support such sectors where people depend the most for livelihoods. This however should also be balanced with an explicit attempt to build the non-traditional export base of a country and role of state is to promote more participation by the productive segments of the population in such diversification processes. Another impact aspect that merits attention is the ability of the governments to engage in interventions that impact production capacities. For example, in many of the developing countries, poverty is inextricably linked to limited utilization of land. Land is by far the most fundamental asset. Reality is that in many of the countries bottlenecks exist in unleashing the full potential. For example issue of community ownership Vs individual ownership, land title and registration etc. While respecting the existing cultural dimensions, it is important to find innovative ways in unleashing the full potential of land.
One other challenge for the governments is to ensure that the population engagement doesn't move away from the export led dynamic sectors to those sectors which are less productive. Decades of work by many international agencies has gone into to achieve this movement in the economies. Current crisis clearly impacts this movement and makes it difficult for engaging in non-traditional products. This is detrimental for long run growth and sustainability. Using the economic policy instruments, especially monetary and fiscal policies, government should keep alive the focus on sectors that can influence more production and revenues.
Governments in the developing countries also have to focus on the increasing trends of poverty because of the slippage of the increasing number of vulnerable segments of the population into poverty. 2 important routes through which the crisis increased vulnerability is by job loss and reduced remittances. Fiscal stimulus packages coupled with employment guarantee schemes (such as those introduced by the congress led government in India) and productive investments in infrastructure will help in maintaining employment in the country. For instance in the case of countries like China, Vietnam fiscal stimulus packages announced account close to 5% of the GDP and in countries like India, Armenia it counts for roughly between 2 and 5 % of the GDP. Key issue is fiscal stimulus packages allow for quick stability but in order to activate the long run growth and poverty reduction, governments should ensure efficiency and effectiveness.
Crisis offers a unique opportunity in many ways: to design macroeconomic policies that help and allow investments to come into the productive sectors of the economy to facilitate long run growth and sustainability, opportunity to diversify the economies, opportunity, as Dani Rodrick says, 'poor countries become rich by producing what rich countries produce', opportunity to engage more in the SME sector to keep employment scenario floating as well as create domestic demand. Also, an opportunity to revisit role of state. 
Suggestions on Ways to Best Strengthen the System of Global Economic Governance
My response tries to briefly highlight on how to best strengthen the system of global economic governance for the future by exclusively focusing on the critical issues that deserve special attention. Experience has testified that the under-functioning of the system of economic global governance has significantly contributed to the world financial and economic crisis. Whether the current crisis is a temporary or long-lasting phenomenon with damaging effects on humanity it has yet to be seen. It is evident that the current crisis is basically driven by the failure of national governments and various multilateral institutions. Obviously, at this stage, harking back and blaming for the causes of the crisis may not serve any solutions. For instance, the multilateral institutions are accused for the current crisis in many respects; but do we know much what would have happened to the world economy had these institutions been not in place at all? I think humanity is still far behind to precisely track the complexities engrained between cause and effect and exactly predict subsequent events. The outstanding issue, therefore, should be not to duel much on who did what but how to derive the fundamental lessons to be learned from past mistakes and enter into constructive global engagements at all levels. Engagement genuinely meant to fairly benefit all humanity. If both rich and poor nations failed to do this then the open option is disengagements with worst effects.
By now it is clear that the global financial and economic crisis can not be competently addressed by the existing system of multilateral institutions alone. It has to be addressed through global cooperation and global regulation. The issue of global governance is not a new wisdom; it has been there for quite sometime. Whether it pertains to trade, finance, or environment it remains extremely complex to effectively put it in practice. It is an open case that the existing system of global economic governance is ordained by sovereign states each with its diverse economic, political and social interests. The ineffectiveness of multilateral institutions is complicated by national interests at the expense of global interests. In this case, if global economic governance is to succeed and bear meaningful results, then, nations have to genuinely cooperate and bear responsibilities to engage in promoting global interests. This can be realized, no matter how problematic and controversial it might be, through constructive dialogue among all nations. Sporadic and uncoordinated moves will not take us any where except into deeper fragmentation of the world economy. The UN System could play a critical role in getting together rich and poor countries, multilateral institutions, private sector and civil societies. All this boils down to the provision of equal representation and power of decision making to all nations and have open ears to the voices of the private sector and civil societies. If this is gap is not resolved it is illogical and hard to expect a fair and successful global economic system. In the 21 st century, whereby global interdependence is at its higher stage, it is hard to treat the ills of the world economy through summits of the leaders of few giant economies. The approach has to be rationalized and made inclusive for the good of all. The drive towards strengthening and building competent global economic governance should be based on cooperative leadership of sovereign states that harnesses available capacities to grapple with emerging challenges.
At this stage, the need to reform the multilateral economic institutions is not debatable anymore. The key issue is how to do it and generate realistic political support to this end. The multilateral economic framework has failed to proactively play a timely role in safeguarding the global economy from the ensuing dangers of crisis mainly due to lack of political legitimacy and listening ears. In brief, if the existing global economic architecture is not updated swiftly, the world could again easily be a prey of its yesterday's mistakes. As crisis refines life, the opportunities associated with the dangers of the current crisis need to be seized firmly. If the multilateral economic institutions are to function competently and fairly, then, they have to first be given the legitimate power to make effective and rationalized decisions rather than be directed by certain sovereign states' influences. Giving power and legitimacy is not enough, the reformed or new institutions should not be resources starved, rather adequate resources should be made available at their disposal to effectively discharge the responsibilities entrusted to them. In connection to this, the multiplicity of existing institutions, mostly with weak coordination among themselves, is also another area that should be overhauled and strengthened. An institutionalized global coordination mechanism rather than ad hoc standing committees need to be created for closer cooperation, regulation, supervision and accountabilities. The coordination mechanism should not be limited to the global level alone, it should communicate and exchange information across regions and countries.
The fore-running discussions primarily focused on the critical reform issues that have crippled the global economic framework and with out which any other reform measures could not produce meaningful results. As the strength of a chain is determined by its weakest link, the target of the reform process should be to attack the root weaknesses of the existing global economic governance. Such measures are presumed to quickly rejuvenate the multilateral system. International trading, monetary, and financial systems including aid coordination, reduction of conditionality to developing countries, and special resource windows for productive sectors should be the centerpiece of the reform process.
Finally, as the boundary between economics and politics is so narrow, the reform of the existing global economic framework should be backed with concrete measures in terms of promoting peace and security across the globe. Genuine care should be taken that the current uncertainties, suspicion and hostilities shall not drive all of us to be the victims of the old saying that: man is the last animal to come to the planet but will be the first animal to disappear from the planet.
Mr. Edouard Koutsava, Secretary General of IYCS [e-mail address]
Global Economic Crisis: The Role and Efficiency of the UN & World Financial Institutions
In the current economic crisis which is affecting more the poorest in the world, there is a real need for each of us to question about the role and the efficiency of UN and the world financial institutions World Bank (WB), International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Trade Organization (WTO), and whatever….
One main question remains on the floor. Why at the time which UN and civil societies are trying to fight poverty and its sources through the MDGs, we have such big economic crisis which is increasing the poverty either in developed or non-developed countries?
One thing which is sure but which the capitalism system doesn't want to recognize is that the crisis had as sources its immorality. "For some time now, even a casual observer would have to be concerned about increasingly broad-based imprudent or indeed immoral behavior in the economic life of our society. While the increased incidence of this poor behavior has been disappointing." (Milroy, 2008) This crisis shows also the weakness of all the existent economic systems (none of them is away from the crisis), especially the capitalism. So, why with all those internationals as well as global institutions we have, we are living such situation? No need to check fully to the answer, we are facing a reality and shortly those structures which are supposed to help us preventing this kind of situations have failed. And look at their actual context of our world, there is a need to rethink the mission of all the international institution if we want to build a better world in which the human right as how describe by the article 1 to article 4 of the universal declaration of human right should be full respected. Todays, the greatest part of the population in the world and their life conditions, became slave of the economical institutions and their rules. This must be stopped.
At the UN organization side, it is very clear that it only the interest of the 5 permanents of the Security Council which is prevailed. The mission and role of the organization as define at its beginning is no more respected. There is at this level also a great real need of reforms to be done. This should allowed UN and its bodies to not be taken in "Hostage" by a few countries, sometimes in defiance of the rest of the world.
In order to achieve the MDGs, it is very important to create an economical structure which should be under the control of the Secretary General of UN and which could control the rules, the functioning and the impacts of the WB, WTO, IMF … on the social, cultural and economical life of populations. In Rwanda there is no high profile initiative (workshop or official discussion paper) yet on the issue of financial crisis. There are (however) internal (unofficial) actions and discussions: for example UNDP Rwanda (the CO Economic Advisor, Mrs. Amata Diabate) organized a staff internal learning session on the financial crisis and explained to its staff how the crisis came about and what root causes that triggered it. We also discussed the consequences of the crisis on developing countries, including Rwanda: For many Developing countries, the crisis is already translating into:
• Rwanda's economy , like most small developing countries, is expected to be affected mostly though reduced:
• Export revenues (including Tourism)
• Remittances • Bilateral and Multilateral Aid funds • FDI as well as domestic investment
All of that will most likely translate into:
• Public finance pressures, and • An overall decline in GDP growth
The session was very exciting and from the various reactions/discussions that followed the presentation by the Economic Advisor; It is felt that a close follow-up of this initiative should be envisaged and see how to go a step further by involving other key players like the World Bank, the IMF and the Ministry of finance and economic planning. From an ordinary citizen point of view, the first step to deal with what happened is of course to strengthen the existing regulatory framework through requirement of more transparency and more accountability to the public in general, especially the owners of deposits in various banks and financial institutions. CEOs of financial institutions (worldwide) must also review their salary scales and related benefit packages put them in line with the genuine results achieved. They need to "put their feet back on earth" and leave their "imaginary ivory tower".
Specifically regarding the African developing countries, there is need to talk more openly about capital flight and other illegal transfer from our countries to foreign banks, especially in the so called "fiscal paradises". Even though much has been said on the "disconnection" of African economies from the globalized financial world; we cannot ignore the devastating effects of capital flight (mostly effected by corrupt regimes and other actors of the current crony capitalism "in vogue" on the continent) and other illegal transfers that deny Africa numerous economic growth opportunities.
Regulatory framework will not be enough to tackle the issue; we need to involve the local CSO and other private and multilateral organizations (IMF) as well in order to monitor the strict application of regulations but also to launch key advocacy and lobbying activities designed to make the case for the most vulnerable and link up the work with existing campaigns for MDGs. 
Need of the UN System to Support the Governments for the Rapid Diagnosis on the Impact on Different Population Groups and Capacity Development in Designing, Implementing and Evaluating Interventions
Great to have the chance to express my ideas in such an interesting and important e-discussion. Thanks to Selim and Rob for organizing this event.
A crisis of this kind is a one in the time event, and since the present one seems that has not fully developed yet, there are many things that still not clear. One of the main issues is the fact that for the last 20 years the "pro-market" discourse has been impregnating the ideas, plans and programs of policy making in most of the countries, but especially in those more vulnerable in general, or with groups that suffer the most the reduction on global economic activity.
In this respect, one of the most important issues that should be addressed by the UN system is fostering the response capacity of governments at all the levels (national and local) for:
a. Develop tools in order to diagnose very rapidly on the impact of the crisis and its development on the different groups. (Social, productive sectors, regions, ethnic groups, gender or age, etc.) b. Support for the capacity development of National and local governments for the response in terms of design, implementation and evaluation (ex-ante, on going and ex-post) of interventions in an effective, efficient and transparent way.
These two pillars of technical assistance by the international cooperation can be performed at the macro, meso and micro level in the different regions, according to the needs at national and sub-national level.
The system of tools for diagnostic purposes has to be designed around a change on the development paradigm that the MDGs achievement imposes, linking statistical data, administrative information and participatory discussions in order to find out the appropriate path of interventions in the different circumstances. Of course this has to be based on the idea that the overall society has something to do in the process of poverty eradication, with the state as a pivotal actor.
In terms of implementation, since employment is the main socio-economic variable affected by the crisis, at least in the first round, interventions in this direction are central, repositioning the state as the employer of last resort in those situations where human development is jeopardized by the crisis.
That involves the capacity development of the central government to organize and administer these initiatives, while local governments have to be capable of the territorial organization of the workforce created within these programs. The challenges are quite a few, and need a certain rationality that arises from the factor that the invisible hand of the market is not capable of confront such conjunctures. It implies a new type of "social contract" between the state and the civil society aimed to the human development, taking into accounts its multiple dimensions and variable aspects.
Daniel Kostzer UNDP-Argentina
Mr. Owais Parray, UNDP-Myanmar [Email Address]
Developing Robust Monitoring Mechanisms and the UN's Role in Greater Inclusiveness
Before I attempt to specifically answers these two questions, I would like to first draw some lessons from the financial meltdown which may serve as basis for my suggestions for changes in the international system and what we can do to prevent (if at all possible) and mitigate the impact from the crisis. One of the main lessons was that the financial crisis is not a thing of the past. It can happen-often quite unexpectedly-and in a seemingly positive global economic environment. Apart from a handful of economists, no one was predicting a crisis of this proportion. Another lesson that we learned is that global integration of finance, although creating huge opportunities for wealth creation has also made countries vulnerable to contagion effects.
With it many were quick to debunk Asia's decoupling, but I do feel a degree of decoupling has occurred, albeit small. Minor turnarounds in the economy are visible in China, India and to some extent in Indonesia as well. But the crisis is a stark reminder for developing countries that export-led growth alone carries some inherent risks. Building domestic demand is critical. We also found that good economic fundamentals, on their own, do not provide sufficient protection. And, measures to fix this crisis showed a preference for a different set of policy actions for developed countries. While countries caught in the Asian financial crisis in 1997 were prescribed strong austerity measures, bank closures etc. the mantra now is to pursue monetary expansion and Keynesian public spending to boost demand.
First and foremost, the international system needs to develop robust monitoring mechanisms that can at least flag potential problems. I believe in Indonesia the Government with support from international agencies such as the UNDP, World Bank is putting in place a "crisis and response" system to allow the Government to rapidly assess how the financial meltdown is affecting different segments of the population including business sectors, and what immediate responses can be formulated to address these problems. I left Indonesia in April so I am not sure where things stand at the moment. I believe in many other countries UN agencies are already supporting governments in monitoring MDGs, human development trends, and providing macro-economic policy support. This work can be further expanded to help host countries develop vulnerability assessment tools to see how global economic trends can affect domestically.
International institutions can also help to build domestic demand through a range of supply side interventions from value chains to inclusive finance. On the global governance side, it is hard to see how strengthening it could have prevented the crisis when domestic economic governance itself seems to have lost a considerable authority (with all the deregulations) and ability to regulate. US being the primary example here. It is time to re-think and re-configure the national and global governance systems that can better serve us in the world that we are currently living in, particularly about possible dangers from "financial innovation". We don't want innovations turning into Frankensteinian creatures that can undo the very basis of our system.
On the global front, I will join the many calls that have already been made for equity, representation and so forth. Those at the helm of global governance need to demonstrate that developing countries can trust them. If faced with liquidity shortfall, I doubt very few victims of the Asian crisis would have gone to the IMF. To remain relevant, institutions such as IMF need to earn the trust. Contrary to the past, policy prescription should not be clouded by politics which led to different remedies for poor and the rich countries. In this, I think UN can play an important role to advocate for greater inclusiveness and a level playing field in IFIs, in particular. 
The Economic Crisis and Developing Country Indebtedness
The first phase of this e-discussion is considering the effectiveness of the international community's response to the economic crisis. In this context I would like to raise the issue of how the crisis -and the response of the international community -may impact on indebtedness in developing countries.
It has become clear that many developing countries are facing severe financing constraints due to reduced foreign investment, remittances, exports and growth (and hence lower domestic taxes and other revenues). Many are now seeking to fill balance of payments and budgetary gaps with concessional finance from the World Bank and IMF. These sources of finance have recently been augmented by the shareholders of those institutions, including at the London G20 Summit.
As the majority of the $1.1 trillion in new finance pledged at the G20 Summit will be made available to developing countries in the form of loans, it is very likely that developing country debt levels will start to rise again. This is not a problem per se -countries have a right to borrow to invest for the future and to smooth out rough times. The question becomes whether debt levels will rise to the extent that some countries find themselves in debt distress, and will therefore require a new round of multilateral debt cancellation.
Beyond the $1.1 trillion headline figure from the London Summit, there was another less-wellnoticed commitment in the communiqué -to review the World Bank and IMF's debt sustainability framework (DSF). The DSF was introduced in 2005 and is used to judge what 'safe' levels of debt might be, especially for countries that have benefited from debt relief under the HIPC and MDRI schemes and have started to borrow again. The DSF is linked to the World Bank's Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA): countries judged by World Bank staff to have better policies and institutions are more likely to be able to carry higher levels of debt; countries with worse policies and weaker capacity can carry less debt.
Because the economic crisis is causing unprecedented difficulties, some developing countries may start to find themselves in a new kind of debt trap. But the trap this time will be one of not being able to borrow enough. With grant finance from donors under threat, the DSF may serve to restrict the ability of countries to borrow and put in place counter-cyclical fiscal policies and maintain investment that supports long term growth and development.
A recent paper in Development Policy Review* explores whether the DSF is unduly restricting the ability of some countries to borrow, thereby locking them into a low-debt, low-growth path. It posits that, in addition to policies and institutions, a country's ability to repay debt will improve if it is making more progress on development and the MDGs. This is intuitive -a country that immunizes all of its children and puts them in school is more likely to be in a position to support economic growth and pay back loans in the future. The paper finds that using an MDG-index to assess debt sustainability would allow some countries to take on more borrowing. This is an important finding when one considers the ongoing financial and economic crisis and the additional needs it is creating.
No matter how the DSF is reviewed and refined, debt problems will still occur in the future. This is the same for countries as it is for individuals and private companies. Economic shockswhether it is losing a job or losing a market -can turn a position of debt sustainability into a position of debt unsustainability. But unlike individuals and companies who can enter bankruptcy procedures to restructure and reduce the burden of unsustainable debt, this is not an option for countries. Recognizing this gap in the international architecture, an attempt was made by the IMF in 2003 to set up a debt restructuring mechanism for sovereign debts. The attempt failed, largely because of insufficient support from the IMF's shareholders, many of whom had an eye on the profitability of their own financial services industries. But the time has come to revisit and improve on this proposal, and to use the opportunity of the crisis to plug a gap in the institutional fabric. An improved sovereign debt restructuring mechanism would need to cover all debts, require all creditors to take a debt haircut, and be transparent in the process of restructuring.
Paul Ladd
Mr. Getachew Asamnew, UNDP-Ethiopia [Email Address]
Calls for Thorough Review and Reform of the Global Economic Governance: More Inclusive for Developing Countries
In my opinion, the international system (i.e. of multilateral institutions) is expected to do much more in practical terms beyond what it has done thus far, to contribute to the coming out of developing countries particularly Africa, from the current F & E crisis. Adequate and concrete international response to help developing countries, particularly in Africa has yet to come. In view of the complexity of the crisis and the interdependence of the global financial and economic system, there's high expectation from international institutions. As indicated above, these intuitions should be well placed to help facilitate the translation of the global responses into workable actions that are executed along with countries with due consideration to the Paris Declaration and Accra Summit. The support to developing countries may also include facilitating the putting up of robust fiscal policies appropriate to the local circumstances, and providing adequate attention to matters of externalities, and mechanism for reversing the current challenge of reduced export demand and prices, and reversal of capital flows -with concrete result in terms of realising increased and sustained ODA.
On the other front, international institutions have created awareness and knowledge about the scope and future consequences of the crisis. In this regard, various high-level Conferences were held. This should be highly appreciated. However, in view of the essentiality of the recommendations from those deliberations, a coherent and effective system should be in place, to make the recommendations culminate into combined and concrete actions that are translatable into practice on the ground, and be facilitative of the realization of the required immediate and further long-tem remedies at the global and country levels. International institutions are well placed to facilitate this.
The current global financial and economic disorder calls for inclusive and concerted actions for a robust recovery and minimizing or possibly apprehending any future grave and undesirable consequences. In view of the mutually interdependence of the global economy, I also believe that any measures should be global, with due attention to impacts on all countries. The world is currently under development emergency, calling for emergency response. This calls for seriously doing business differently.
In light of the above, the current system of economic governance requires a thorough review and reform. The current crisis has created a unique opportunity for this to seriously happen. The new restructure of the global economic governance should be open to be more inclusive and representative of all parties particularly developing countries for its effectiveness and credibility. The mechanism of G8 and G20 to remedy the current global crisis is highly appreciated. However, also putting in place a new and strengthened global economic governance structure that addresses the issues of inclusiveness of all other countries is essential.
I also think that the UN is well placed for the coordination of such a new representative financial and economic architecture that is expected to ensure good global economic governance. Then this also warrants devising a strong new system within the UN. This should be also in parallel to reforming the current international financial and economic institutions -including the Bretton Woods System. As the UN is an assembly of all the countries, it is expected to have the clout through its inclusive General Assembly to be facilitative of the well functioning of the future global economic governance. 
The Impact of Global Economic Crisis on the Democratic Republic of Congo and Some Practical Suggestions
My contribution to the E-discussion about the impact of financial crisis on DRC is as follow:
1. The economic crisis is really in DRC and the major indicator is the volatile index of the exchange rate during the last quarter of 2008 and the first quarter of 2009. The international system intervention is mainly focused on providing counseling (UNDP) and cash to central bank in order to sustain international business so as to avoid money volatility (World Bank). The World Bank and the IMF granted 300 million dollars to the central bank. UNDP further than counseling, held a survey in Katanga, the richest mining province in DRC where about 300,000 jobs are threatened in the mining sector. As approach, it's not bad and the level of the budget is still low. DRC is in crisis for more than two decades. Issues such as the peace crisis in eastern DRC, environment crisis, food production crisis, diseases such as malaria and HIV/AIDS have not been resolved appropriately. People live with them every day. And the International system should first find quick solutions to them as well as the current mining raw material crisis (for the specific case of DRC). For future commitment, the infrastructure and matter related to loans and the private sector development must be priorities.
2. For the future and for DRC, the key underlying principle to guide the changes is building private sector strategy in substitution to the international dependency and international system vulnerability. Agricultural industrialization, microfinance and banking operation in financing small and medium enterprises. The most effective institutional arrangement can be enhancing jointly partnership support between public and private sector. The private sector must be able to participate in different initiatives as key stakeholders in business and economic development. The potentiality in DRC can help mitigate the crisis. 
